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STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED ON APPEAL 
I started working at the Deseret Industries in Los Vegas, 
Nevada on May 1, 1984. When I went to work there, I gave them a 
statement from Dr. Rhine Jones, Othopedic, saying what I could do 
and could not do. Deseret Industries assigned me a job that I 
could not do. I worked at this job for three months until July 
17, 1984. When I requested medical help, they stated that Deseret 
Industries had no insurance. The manager finally stated that I 
had to quit to get medical help. He said that was the only way I 
could get it. 
When I turned a claim in to the Nevada Workman's Compensation 
Office, the Claims Investigator wrote on my application that the 
accident happened in 1968. This is incorrect. As a result of 
this error, I was denied Workman's Compensation benefits. 
I submitted an appeal to this decision by the Nevada Workman's 
Compensation Office to the Utah Workman's Compensation Office, 
150 East 300 South, Salt Lake City, in February 1986. The Utah 
Office stated that it had no jurisdiction over my case. I was 
told that there is a two year limit to file an appeal on a decision 
on a claim for medical disability. 
I have a urethral stricture. Dr. George W. Middleton, M.D., 
conducted surgery on me with catherization in December 1985. He 
failed to provide a bag for the catheter. 
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I began receiving food stamp benefits, to the best of my mem-
fry, starting in Janary 1986. In June, 1986, I was informed that 
had received an overpayment in my food stamp benefits worth 
100.00. At that time, I requested a hearing. I didn't get a hear-
ng. When I discussed the failure of the Department to give me a 
learing on this claim of overpayment, the investigator for the 
Itah Department of Social Services, stated that the Department 
/ould take $10.00 of my monthly food stamp allotment to recover 
:he overpayment. 
WHETHER OR NOT PLANTIFF'S EQUAL PROTECTION 
RIGHT UNDER THE UTAH AND UNITED STATES CONSTI-
TUTIONS WERE VIOLATED BECAUSE OTHER OTHER EM-
PLOYEES OF DESERET INDUSTRIES, WITH SIMILIAR 
CIRCUMSTANCES, WERE ALLOWED BENEFITS. 
WHETHER OR NOT PLAINTIFF'S DUE PROCESS RIGHT 
UNDER THE UTAH AND UNITED STATES CONSTITUTIONS 
WERE VIOLATED BECAUSE PLAINTIFF WAS NOT PROPERLY 
AND TIMELY NOTIFIED OF, NOR OFFERED, ASSISTANCE 
BY THE DEFENDANT IN SEEKING COMPENSATION FOR 
THE INJURY SUSTAINED BY THE PLAINTIFF WHILE 
EMPLOYED BY DESERET INDUSTRIES. 
WHETHER OR NOT DEFENDANT'S ACTION IS CONTRARY 
TO THE STATED PURPOSE OF THE FEDERAL ANED STATE 
STATUTES AND/OR REGULATIONS. 
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WHETHER OR NOT DEFENDANT COULD RELY UPON RULES 
AND REGULATIONS WHICH WERE MERELY PROPOSEp 
AND NEVER PROMULGATED TO DENY PLANTIFF BENEFITS. 
WHETHER OR NOT THE STATE STATUTES AND REGULA-
TIONS AND THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS ARE CONTRARY 
TO FEDERAL STATUTES. 
WHETHER OR NOT DEFENDANT SHOULD BE ESTOPPED 
FROM DENYING PLANTIFF'S ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS 
WHERE PLANINTIFF FULLY COMPLIED WITH INFORMATION 
CONTAINED IN LETTERS AND/OR OTHER DOCUMENTS 
PERTAINING TO ELIGIBILITY PROVIDED TO PLAINTIFF 
BY DEFENDANT. 
WHETHER OR NOT DEFENDANT'S DENIAL OF BENEFITS 
TO PLAINTIFF WAS CONTRARY TO LAW AND NOT SUP-
PORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE AND WAS ARBITRARY 
AND CAPRICIOUS. 
ii accordance with Utah Code 35-2-3, page 259, Defendant does not 
ave the right to violate Plantiff's civil rightsi 
THE RIGHT TO RECOVER COMPENSATION PURSUANT TO 
THE PROVISIONS OF THIS ACT (UTAH OCCUPATIONAL 
DISEASE DISABILITY LAW, AS AMENDED) FOR DISEASES 
OR INJURIES TO HEALTH SUSTAINED BY AN EMPLOYEE 
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AND ARISING OUT OF, OR IN THE COURSE OF, HIS 
EMPLOYMENT, WHETHER RESULTING IN DEATH OR IN 
PERMANENT TOTAL, TEMPORARY TOTAL OR PATIAL 
DISABILITY, OR WHETHER THE SAME BE NONDISABLING, 
SHALL BE THE EXCLUSIVE REMEDY AGAINST THE EM-
PLOYER AND SHALL BE THE EXLUSIVE REMEDY AGAINST 
ANY OFFICER, AGENT OR EMPLOYEE OF THE EMPLOYER 
AND THE LIABILITIES OF THE EMPLOYER IMPOSED 
BY THIS ACT SHALL BE IN PLACE OF ANY AND ALL 
OTHER CIVIL LIABILITY WHAT-SO-EVER, AT COMMON 
LAW OR OTHERWISE, TO SUCH EMPLOYEE OR TO HIS 
SPOUSE, WIDOW, CHILDREN, PARENTS, DEPENDENTS, 
NEXT OF KIN, HEIRS, PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVES, 
GUARDIAN, OR ANY OHTER PERSON WHOM SO EVER ON 
ACCOUNT OF ANY DISEASE OR INJURY TO HEALTH OR 
ON ACCOUNT OF DEATH FROM ANY DISEASE OR INJURY 
TO HEALTH IN ANY WAY CONTRACTED, SUSTAINED, 
AGGRAVATED OR INCURRED BY SUCH EMPLOYEE IN 
THE COURSE OF, OR BECAUSE OF, OR ARISING OUT 
OF, HIS EMPLOYMENT, AND NO ACTION AT LAW MAY 
BE MAINTAINED AGAINST AN EMPLOYER OR AGAINST 
ANY OFFICER, AGENT OR EMPLOYEES OF THE EMPLOYER 
BASED UPON ANY DISEASE OR INJURY TO HEALTH 
(OF ANY NAME, NATURE OR DESCRIPTION) OR DEATH 
OF ANY EMPLOYEE. NOTHING IN THIS SECTION, 
HOWEVER, SHALL PREVENT AN EMPLOYEE (OR HIS 
DEPENDENTS) FROM FILING A CLAIM WITH THE INDU-
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STRIAL COMMISSION OF UTAH IN CASE OF THOSE 
ACCIDENTAL INJURIES WITHIN THE RPOVISIONS OF 
THE WORKMAN'S COMPENSATION ACT OF UTAH, UTAH 
CODE 35-2-3, PAGE 259. 
ARGUMENT 
Plaintiff raises the question whether a person who has served 
ime in a state penitentiary has the same civil rights as other 
eople. 
CONCLUSION 
In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that the determina-
ion to deny medical help to the appellant was contrary to esta-
>lished procedures and was inequitable. Appellant respectfully 
isks to Court to reverse the decision of the Board of Review of 
;he Industrial Commission of Utah. 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Robert Dale Puckett 
454 South 500 East #36 
Salt Lake City, Utah, 84102 
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